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lION. MR. JUSTICE KCELLY. JÂNuARY 23un, 1913.

LOVELAND v. MeNAIIRNEY.
4 0. W. Nx. 680.

Injnniction-Rcciuer-bndorscenent on TVrit-Amendmnent of.

Motion for an injunction and a receiver and for leave to
amend the endorsernent on the writ of summons.

J. T. White, for the plaintiff.
R. McKay, for the defendant.

HON. MR: JUSTICE KELLY :-On the menits the plainiffs
are not, in my judgmnent, entitled to, a receiver or an injunc-
tion, and their application fails.

SIn this view of thle inatter I see no reason for amending
the endorsement on the writ of suminons.

- The motion wiIl be dismissed with costs.

I)IVISiONAI. COURiT.

DECEMBER 16T11, 1912.
POWELL..REES LIMITED v. ANGLO-CANADIAN

MORTGAGE CORPORATION.
4 0. W. N. 499.

Po ezt ofCourt.-Moti0 n to Commt-Refusai ta Answer Que8-toon Examinalion-Order. of Divisional Court--Scope of-Con. Raie 902, 910 - Of/bcer of Corporation -Provisional

Motion for an order coinmîttiug'one Rteynolds, by reason of bisalleged disobedience of an order of DIvisional Court herein (see 260. L. I. 490), In refusing to aniswer certain questions put to hlm'on his examination ordered by the saîd order.»Reynolds cofltencled that the order should be given a very strct'construction, as lie claimed it wRs made under Con. Rule 910.SIUTuIEIiLAN J. )heid, 23 0. W. R. 456;- 4 O. W. N. 352, thatunder the order o'f the I)ivisionaî Court,* Reyno1ds cou1d lie exaniinedafullY as if au officer of the company, and dIrected him to attendat his own expense and answer sucd questions as shouid be, put to him.IIslONAI, ÇoUnT arnended a previous order of Divisionai Courtso as to aliow above examjuation.

An appeal ýby E. R1. Rleynolds'fro above order of HoN.
MR. J USTICE SUTHERLÀND, board in Divisional Court by
ITON. Sui JohiN BoYD, MiN MR. JUSTICE LATORIFORD, and
lION. MR. JUSTICE MIDDLETOX.'


